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Max Altman, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. That, he is the plaintiff appellant, pro se. in the above 
captioned action. 

2. ' That on the day of 1974 he enclosed three 

copies each of his Brief and Appendix on Appeal in a large manilla 
envelope, and addressed same to Mr. Scott P. Crampton, Assistan 
Attorney General, Tax Division - Attention of Robert T. Carney, 
Trial Section, United States Department of Justice, Washington, 

D.C. 20530. 

3. That he referred to the descriptive indications as this 
record has carried all along for their purposes of Identification. 

4. That trois was deposited in the General Post Office Brooklyn 

New York on the 3 day of Püoi^u/jlyyl974. / ] __ 


70 East 89th Street 
Brooklin, New York 11236 


Sworn to before «me 


this "*7 day of 


> 


, 1974. 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
SECOND CIRCUIT 
United States Courthouse 
! Foley Square, New York, N. Y. 10007 


1 MAX ALTMAN 

Plaintiff, pro se; Appellant. 

-against- BRIEF ON APPEAL 

RICHARD M. NIXON, individually and as Civil Action 

President of the United States. 

No. 74-2429 

GEORGE C. SCHULTZ, individually and as 
Secretary of the Treasury of the United 
States. 

EARL L. BUTZ, individually and Secretary 
of Agriculture of the United States. 

j! DONALD M. ALEXANDER, Collector of Internal 
Revenue, Internal Revenue Service. 

DONATO CANTALUPO, Appellate Branch, Northeast 
Regional Office, Internal Revenue Service 

I 

Defendant-Appellees. 
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JURISDICTION 

1. Title 28, Ch. 13, Sec. 291 Sub. C. 

2. United States Code Annotated - Sec. 1291 Appendix 1. 
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THE ISSUE 

The issue finds its origin, when appellant herein filed 
a complaint on April 12, 1971 with the court below. It moved 
, through said court and was heard before this court on appeal for 
Relief from Judgment and Order. Docket No. 71-2085. argued 
March 6, 1972 and decided March 9, 1972. The Circuit Court held 
against this appellant on procedural grounds , but in its decision 
said that it appeared appellant had an action in tort, that he 
puxsue his cause through the administrative agency and failing 
that bring his action again. 

Appellant pursued his remedy with the Internal Revenue 

Service to no avail. Quite «_o the contrary they followed a 

course, which was wrong in part, when seizures were made from 

appellants savings account subsequently admitted to be 
2. Appendix . . „ 

wiong, but other of their action was not only arbitrary 

and capricious but on information and belief some of it falls 
within the purview of Title L.-OFFENSES AGAINST PUBLIC ADMINIS- 
TRATION ARTICLE 195-Official Misconduct and Obstruction of Public 
Servants Generally Sec. 195.00 and Sec. 195.05 Penal Law of the 
State of New York. 

Appellant sensing that he became a target of the Internal 
Revenue Service for political reason 3 * A PP endix sta rted his sec- 
ond acticn by filing a summons and complaint Civil Action 
No. 73C1551 dated October 17, 1973. This appellant is in no way 
a political person, but is very much concerned about the govern- 
ance of this nation, particularly at the federal level since he 
is a victim of discrimination as set forti 1 in the sccond issue of 
Action 73C1551. Civil Action No. 73C1551 originated as 
an action naming Richard C. Nixon individually and as President 
of The United States as one of the defendants. 










A. At a hearing held before J. Judd on the 4th day of January 


1974 he directed that the above named be removed as a party 
defendant and an amended complaint be filed. 

B. Appellant's first amended complaint was filed on January 17, 
1974. Motions and memoranda were made and submitted. On 
March 8, 1974 the case was called. At the conclusion of the 

I 

hearing R. t. Carney, Trial Attorney, Tax Division, Depart¬ 
ment of Justice, Washington, D. C., this appellant, and 

\ 

Cyril Hyman, Assistant U. S. Attorney repaired to Mr. Hymans 
office and it was substantially agreed that the matter should 
be settled by returning all funds seized from plaintiffs sav- 
ings account if appellant would limit his allegations, ex- 
clusively to a tax matter. This was the intention, expressed j 
by the court at the hearing. Mr. Carney agreed to this pro¬ 
cedure except that he would need the consent of the Internal 
Revenue Service to pursue this course. 

C. Plaintiff pursuant to this agreement filed his second amended 
complaint on March 27, 1974 in which Subd. 5 alleges "that 
these sums were illegally assessed and seized and that these 
collections were not due and oweing." 

D. This complaint was accepted by the Court, and by the Justice 
Department as the one upon which the issues were to be 
resolved. It is obvious from the record that the tentative 
agreement discussed ^* went by the boards even upon filing the 
second amended complaint. No settlement was made. 

E. Answer, Notice of Motion, Memorandum in Oppcsition were filed. 
Case called before J. Judd June 28, 1974. It was at this 
hearing, in more than three years of effort , that this appel¬ 
lant could see some opportunity to bring these issues before 

a jury. The court set the matter for pre-trial conference to 
September 15, 1974. 
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In the meantime, the Judiciary Committee of the House of Re- 
presentaties conducted its hearings on the impeachment of 
the defendant Richard M. Nixon. Thefacts and evidence 



73C1551 in the court below. 

a) He was declared to be an enemy of the administration be- 
cause he pursued his cause as a result of foreclosure of 
farm and home. 

b) He was declared to be an enemy because he exercised his 
right to take part in the presidential primary of the 
political party in which he is a member. 

c) Punitive action was taken against him by 

1. Placing a tap on his home telephone. 

2. Reversing the original actions of the Internal Revenuq 
Service and seizing from his savings account at the 
Brooklyn Savings Bank by distraint more than $3,000 
(three thousand dollars) for the years 1967 and 1969 , 
but the seizures were made in 1972. Part of the 1967 
and 1969 seizures were made despite determination 
before J. Judd in Walsh vs. U. S. 322 F. Supp. 613 
decided November 18, 1970 and Brooks vs. U. S. 339 

F. Supp. 1031 decided October 27, 1971 that the dis- 
ability income he receives is not taxable income. 

This part of the seizures were ordered by the defend¬ 
ant, Donato Cantalupo Appellate Hearing Officer of 
the Internal Revenue Service, under an arrogant 
assumption to wit: "I do not agree with the deter¬ 
mination of the courts." 

3. To escape the embarrassment of having to face up to 
this issue before the very court before which the 










# 


determination was made, in their Defendants Answers 
to Plaintiffs Interrogatories dated August 29, 1974, 
on the face page they assert, "However the Internal 
Revenue Service now holds that such payments are 
excludable from gross income under that provision 
etc. etc." It took them nearly four years to arrivé 
at a determination that a court of law had already 
made for them, and they removed money from a savings 
account despite such judicial determination. This is 
the stuff of anarchy ! 

4. To round out the arrogance of their conduct they con- 
ducted an audit of appellants returns for the years 
1968 and 1970 in which they found deficiencies despité 
the fact that each and every year they made audits , 

my tax returns were made out with the aid and assist- 
ance of the Service Center of the Internal Revenue 
Service at the main office in Brooklyn, N. Y. 

5. They induced audits of this appellants tax returns 
with the New York State Department of Taxation and 
Finance which availed them nothing, but proof of 
their intent to vex and annoy this appellant. 

6 . Upon information and belief they induced an inquiry 
by appellants employer. The Board of Education of 
the City of New York and beyond that there are ser¬ 
ieus implication that reach into violation of the 
Penal Statutes of the State of New York as stated 
before. 

7. There is the matter of failure to properly identify 
the check of November 6, 1972 - $1,441.27 seized for 
the tax year 1969 to be explored. 

a) All the evidence of the above allegations must be 
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explored to reach a fair and comprehensive deter- 



mination of t.e issues in this cause. 



b) On August 2, 1974 Plaintiff Appellant served on 



the ü. S. Attorney 3:28 P.M. East Dist. N. Y. his 


\ 

Interrogatories re Discovery Proceedings. 



c) He then filed a copy with the Cerk of the Court, 



same day right thereafter. 



d) He then mailed a copy to R. T. Corney, Trial 



Attorney. Justice Dept. Washington, D. C. 

t 


e) On August 3, 1974 he sent Mr. Carney a letter 



advising him of the fact (d-preceding) and also 



called to his attention an addendum to be made to 


* 

item no. 11 of such interrogatories. 



f) About a week thereafter, this appellant was called 



via telephone by Mr. Carney and advised that he 



had not received my interrogatories. I advised 


t 

him that I would check the matter and send him 



another copy. 



g) I called Mr. Hymans office, he was on vacation. 



Spoke to his secretary and asked to see her. Met 



with her the next day. 



h) She said it is procedure for their office to mail 



photocopies of documents to their interested 



parties when received which was done. 



i) She mailed another copy that day which I verified 


■■ 

by tel. conversation the next day. 


• 

2) On November 18, 1974 while examining the Cerks 



Docket to prepare the Index On Appeal, plaintiff 



appellant discovered that his document Interroga- 



tories re: Discovery Proceeding was not docketed 


—— ---.-.-.- 

when filed on August 21, 1974. He then refiled 







this document and it appears as item number 23 
in the Index. The questions contained therein 
go to the heart of this appellants cause of action 
and to, delete them from response, raises the 
question whether this plaintiff can received a 
complete and unbiased resolution of the issues he 
, raises in his complaint. 

Assuming arguendo that the second Amended Com¬ 
plaint (Index No. 10) is the cause which goes to 
trial. Allegation No. 5. States "plaintiff 
alleges that these sums were illegally assessed 
and seized and that these collections were not 
due and oweing. 

As the Judiciary Committee hearings progressed, it became 
apparent to this appellant, that serious implications could 
follow if the issues raised in his original complaint 73C1551 
were left untried. Although institutional justice did flow 
out of the Judiciary Committee hearings, to limit the issues 
based on the facts and allegations in this cause of action 
could set a precedent to preclude any attempt at individual 
justice in these matters. To this appellant it seemed a most 
disturbing consequence. 

On September 9, 1974 and made returnable for September 16, 

1974 at Pre-Trail Conference appellant filed his Motion in 
Opposition in which he substantially asked that 

a) all the issues of his original complaint be reins 

b) the pardon granted b/ President Ford to Richard M. Nixon 
in no way limit the cause of action pursued by this appel¬ 
lant, 

c) to name the sovereign people of the United States to de- 
fend against tortious action of public officials in high 








or low office, places an unjust burden upon them particu- 
larly when the very same actions complained of in this 
cause was found a gravamen in Article II of the Judiciary 
Committee's findings that led to defendant Richard M. 
Nixon resignation from the office of President of the 
United States, 


d) each and every interrogatory submitted for response, filed 
August 21, 1974 is related to the allegations in his 
i nitial and final amended complaint. Said final complaint 
alleges "wrongful (should read illegal) seizure" and I 
submit that examination of said "wrongful (should read 
illegal) seizure" must and should be explored within the 
full context of all the issues as they relate to this 
cause of action. 

At the pre-trial conference during which time appellant showed 
to the court the checks and other matters at issue, appellant 
asked J. Judd what disposition would be made of appellants 
motion of September 9, 1974. His honor replied " I'm not goina 
to_rule on your motion.» At the end of conference J. Judd 
granted appellant 30 days in which to respond to two items of 
appellee's interrogatories which were not fully explained in 
the original response. 

helying on the statement by the court appellant on October 15 , 
1974 filed a renewal of his plea Index No * 19 submitted on 
September 9, 1974. He also filed the affidavit giving the com- 
prehensive information requested by appellee at pre-trial con¬ 
ference at the same time. Index No * ^0. 

After filing these two documents appellant asked to see the 
éee«»e»tB-appel4ai»t-aekeé-te-eee-the docket entries. 
a) He cbserved that an entry was made dated September 23, 1974 
in which "By JUDD, J. - Order dated September 21, 1974 that 







plaintiff's motion to reinstate his original complaint is 

denied, etc. 

b) He asked to see the file but this had already been sent to 

the courts chambers. 

c) Reviewing my notes I observe that 

1. On October 17, 1974 I spoke to Mr. Stromberg, J. Judds 
law clerk, at about 4 P.M. He couldn't teil me whether 
J. Judd signed the order dated September 21, 1974. He 
thought it might be an erroneous entry. 

2. On October 18, 1974 I learned from Mr. Hyman, Assist- 
ant U. S. Attorney, by telephone conversation that a 
proposed order was submitted to the court bearing date 
September 17, 1974. This bears the names of Scott P. 
Crampton, Assistant Attorney Gerneral, Tax Division by 
Jerome Fink Acting Chief Refund Trial Section. 

3. I couldn't find a copy of this proposed order in my 
files. 

4. On October 21, 1974 I picked up a photocopy of this 
proposed order from Mr. Hyman. 

5. I was first made aware of J. Judd signing this order 
October 21, 1974. I met Mr. Strowberg in the elevator 
5 P.M. We went to the Justice' Office, he made inquirj 
came out and advised me J. Judd signed this order. It 
carries date Done this 21 day of September, 1974. 

6 . On October 25, 1974 I received a copy of a letter and 


attached order addressed to Justice Judd. It is dated 
October 22, 1974. Photo copy attached Exhlblt 5 * 











SECOND ASPECT OF THE ISSUE 

Is There A Cause To Be Heard By Virtue of The Farm Foreclosure 
The Original complaint 73C1551 fully sets forth appellant's 
cause of action. He pursues it in tort as suggested by the 
Circuit Court which heard his appeal for Relief from Judgment 
and Order in 71C406. 

In addition this appellant was asked to, and did join in a 
class action dealing with the issue Civil Action No 2031-72 
filed in United States District Court for District of Coluxnbia 
October 11, 1972. This case was terminated as indicated on 
page 2 of appellants original complaint. (PRAECIPE) 

At the pre-trial conference appellant submitted for examina- 
tion by Mr. Carney-Trial Attorney U. S. Department of Justice 
and J. Judd. 

1. A letter from the Extension Agent (see page 6 - original 
complaint), where his farm was located, offering expert 
information as to the cost of the poultry brooder house 
that he built to carry on his farming. 

2. A letter from the President of The First National Bank 
and Trust Co. This letter offered first hand information 
as to the extent of the loss suffered by this appellant 
when his farm and home was foreclosed. (Exhibit 18 Index 
No. 14) CR 

3. These were the latest pieces of evidence that this appel¬ 
lant has been collecting from various sources to prove his 
loss to the Appellate Section of the Internal Revenue Ser¬ 
vice and to the court beiow. (See attached photocopies) 

a) Both these items were discounted as of no import to 
determine the question of loss. 

b) Much less than this i.e. Order of Sale-Pursuant to 
Foreclosure, purchase invoices of feed, and this 












appellants statements satisfied the Internal Revenue 
Agents below who considered the matter in the first 
instance and at great length upon inquiry when favor- 
able determination was made for this appellant. 

Appellant submits for consideration. 

1. Copy of the Complaint of an Action instituted by the 

iWt 

Attorney General of The State of New York and 

2. A news release by Attorney General Saxbe dated October 30, 

?KM»‘ftÏT 'i' 

1974. Both are directly related to plaintiffs allegations 
to this part of his cause of action. They speak for them- 
selves in most eloquent fashion to establish that a cause 

j 

of action exists. 

a) They first "ripped off" (see ppe 17 of Index No. 1) 
the independent producers and now moving on to the 
American consumer. They could never achieved tho 
latter objective without obtaining the former. Things 
HAVE NOW COME FULL CIRCI.E. 









III 


ARGUMENT 

I submit, if the court below has rendered judgment without 
having had the opportunity to examine this appellants Interroga- 
tories re: Discovery Proceedings his determination has missed 
the essence upon which all these proceedings are based. 

1. The public record, Judicial, and of the Senate, Select 
Committee on Campaign Expenditures, the House Judiciary 
Committees Impeachment Proceedings, and the final results 
thereof, resulted in historical events of which any 
court of law can take judicial notice. 

2. Such findings that were made, as they relate to this 
cause of action, have direct bearing to the questions 
raised in appellants interrogatories. 

3. This appellant has additional documentary evidence and a 
tape recording, which has bearing on an approximate $6,000 
loss in salaiy increments independent of this voluminous 
record, that should be examined under oath so that all the 
facts can be disclosed at a trial. 

4. J. Judd's Memorandum and Order of November 13, 1974 
(Index 22) is but a minimal limitation on the issues that 
have been raised by this appellant in all the documents 
that represent the record in this cause of action. 

As to the loss suffered from foreclosure of farm and home the 
original record and the actions of the Justice Department (November 
24, 1974 dateline Washington, November 23,-New York Daily News 
Capitol Stuff "The day of the easy gorge, the fast rip off is 
over," Saxbe pointed out that the department has 14 suits pending 
against the food industry, including price fixing complaints in- 

volving broiler chickens -) To-day, seem somewhat incongruous 

and illogical as it relates to this appellants quest for justice. 
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This issue has come full circle. After ripping off the family 
poultry farmer, with the aid of administrative agencies and the 


loopholes in tax legislation, and the failure to comply with other 


laws which were designed to maintain a competitive agricultural 

economy and the actions and Agricultural philosophy of Def. Earl 

L. Butz, the consumer now becomes the victim of the corporate 

takeover of the agricultural economy. (See anti-trust action of 

tvL *\&T ft 

the Attorney General of the State of New York. 

These are the real issues in this cause of action and not the 
inconsequential limitations placed upon them by the court below. 
It is more than three years since this appellant has tried to get 
the family farm issue before a jury and I submit that all the in - 
terposition and obfuscation will not change the facts in this 


cauoe of action. 


One of the defendants in the New York State action i.e. 

Ralston Purina Company was one of the first and most aggressive 

H/kÏÏ -T ó 

companies to push integration in the poultry meat industry. The 
defendant Earl L. Butz was the architect and prosecutor or this 
policy while an officer of said Ralston Purina Company. As Under- 
secretary of Agriculture, before joining Ralston Purina, policies 
were initiated by the federal government involving 

a) Small Business Administration and Farmers Home Administra- 
tion funding which advanced this policy to the disadvant- 
age and detriment of this appellant's right to pursue his 
calling and resulted in his loss of farm and HOME .tfpcvbix 

b) This policy of administered pricing is still advanced by 
the defendant Earl L. Butz as Secretary of Agriculture 
while the Attorney General prosecutes it for its anti¬ 
trust manifestations. 

c) The tax laws were not enforced in that they were permitted 


to be used as an instrument to invade agricultural enter- 







prise for purposes of investment credit as risk Capital , 

while the legitimate farmer could claim no such advantage .j 

! 

d) This despite legislative mandate which imposed on the fed- 
eral government the imperative to keep independent family 
farming a viable enterprise of the agricultural economy. 
(See Historical and Statutory Background page 3 Index No. 

1 ) 

This kind of action on the part of public officials does nothing 
but induce doubt and disbelief ir the manner and methods by which 
government operations are conducted. The most heinous aspect of 
such action is that this conduct now attempts to evade an effort 
seeking redress for the loss of a home, one of the most sacred 
institutions under law of our entire national character . Who are 
the people sinned against? Those who 

!• By their own initiative, industry, diligence, personal 
risk taking and 

2. Whose qualities are extolled in every patriotic speech on 
national holidays 

3. Have been reduced in numbers from 40% of the population at 
the trun of the centurv to less than 2-1/2% to-day. 

Permit This And Nothing More Has Much Value. 

Originally, in the Connally action, this appellant pursued his 
cause as a tax matter which was given valid and favorable consid- 
eraticn by the Internal Revenue Service, in the first instance, 
after exhaustive inquiry and consideration. With the advent of 
the Nixon Administration this action was reversed. This appellant 
then moved it to the courts. Although the Circuit Court rejected 
appellants position on procedureal grounds, as indicated previously 
it stated that his cause was based in tort. 

Appellant proceeded on that theory in the court below along 
w ^th the "Watergate* involvement and now Justice Department says 









il is a truncated tax matter. All through this controversy the 
Appellate Branch of the Internal Revenue Service through its agent 
defendant Donato Cantalupo, proceeded on the premise that this 
appellant could show no loss . During the process of litigation 
particularly at the pre-trial conference a change of position took 
place. Faced with the pictures of a home and the physical appear- 
ances of the loss, plus the letter of Mr. Regenbogen President of 
the bank I did business with, a change of position took place. 

|| 

Ij Unable to overcome the realities of such evidence a change of 
position took place. Timely taking . 

The court below now makes this the basis of his ruling. I sub 
mit the inconsistencies in this entire matter makes a farce of any 
consistent and logical approach to a resolution of this cause of 

! 

action. I am fully aware of the attempt to contest against the 
United States sovereignty but the facts in this case predominate 

II 

over all attempts to rationalize the legal postures assumed by 
the defendants, governmental or individual whereas. 





RELIEF SOUGHT 

1. The appellant herein pleads 

a) that, the Memorandum and Order dated November 13, 1974 
(Index No. 22) be set aside as being inadequate as to all 
the facts and law, as it relates to the issues raised by 
this appellant in his cause of action. 

b) that, his original complaint dated October 17, 1973 (Index 
No. 1.) be heard as the basis for appellants cause of 
action, 

c) that, each and every interrogatory, dated August 2, 1974, 
filed August 2, 1974 and refiled November 18, 1974 (Index 

I 

No. 23) be answered with the following amendment to item 
11 therein. "What is the record of grants in aid—new 
words added-(and/or loans) made by the Farmers Home Admin-! 
istration etc. 

d) that, this court grant this appellant such other relief 
that in its judgment may be just and proper. 

Respectfully Submitted 

MAX ALTMAN, Pro se. 

70 East 89 Street 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 11236 
342-2155 


DATED: this_day of 


1974 
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APPENDIX-FXHIBITS 

1. Title 28 Chapter 13 Sec. 291 Sub. C. 

ii 

A. In re Chicago, R. J. and P. Ry. Co. 162 F 2nd. 606-Page 
611. "The statute was enacted nearly forty years ago. 
etc." Page 612 "I think the conclusion inescapable, that 
it is a statute to expedite judicial work " etc. 

B. U.S.C.A. 28 Sec. 1291. Page 383 - 91. Final decision 
construed. Because determination of whether a ruling is 
"final" etc. 

Page 383-92 Final decision defined. Under this section 

_ _, a "final" decision does not necessarily mean 

the last possible order to be made in a case. Gillespie 
v.U.S. Steel Corp., Ohio 1964, 85 S. Ct. 308. 

2. Dated August 29, 1974 Defendant's Answers To Plaintiffs Inter- 
rogatories-Not docketed in Clerks Office. "However, the In- 
ternal Revenue Service now holds that such payments are 
excludable from gross income etc." Court determination on 
this issue was made for them. See pages 21 and 22 Original 
Complaint Docket No. 1. They finally conceded the ruling 

II 

nearly four years after the fact. 

3. Exhibits 1 and 2. 

4. Exhibits 3 and 4. See Exhibits C and D. Appellants Brief On 
Appeal - this court - Docket 71-2085. 


MAX ALTMAN 

1 Dated this day of 1974. 

i To: 

David G. Trager, U. S. Attorney 
by Cyril Hyman, Asst. U.S. Attorney. 

Eastern District 

225 Cadman Plaza East Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Scott P. Crompton by Jerome Fink and Robert Carney Trial Section 
United States Dept. of Justice, 
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MINNESOTA 


QlCuitcb -States -Setiate 

WASHINGTON. D.C- 20110 


May. 30 , 19 72 


Mr. Max Altman 
70 East 99th Street 
3rooklyn, New York 11236 


Dear Max: 

Thank you for your recent contribution to roy 
canpaiqn. These prim.aries havo taken a lot 
of money, time and enerqy, and it is the combined 
effort of many that has made it oossiblo for us to 
survive. Your help in this e PF ort is deeply 
aporeciated. 

V.’e are now concentratie^ on California and v/ill 
continue to werk in thos« statos which have yot 
to select their dele jates. 

V'ith best wishes, and again ny thanks. 

Sincerely, 


Ilubertr.. üumnhrev 
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Personal Keilccliuns un lh 
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On August 9, President Nixon resigned, cutting short 
the impeathment process, which was ccrtain to result in 
tiis conviction and removal from oltite. 

There was almost unanimous hipartisan agreement 
that Mr. Nixon was guilty of high crimes and misde- 
mcanors. The overwhclming evidente of his misconduct 
is set forth in the Judiciary Committec’s Report, at- 
cepted 412-3 by the House. It cannot, therefore, be 
said that Richard Nixon was hounded front office. 

Serving on the Impeathment Inquiry was an historie 
cxperiencc — and a grim and exhausting one. For al¬ 
most six morjths we reviewed evidente of Presidential 
misconduct.''After thorough analysis and debate, the 
conclusion of impeathment was inevitablc. Although I 
had been aware of the grave charges against the foimer 
President, I was unprepared for the pervasive abuse of 
powei lbo Committee untovered. Most dis lurbing wa s 
M r. Nixon's use of g overnment niatlim cry — IRS 
audits, wi retaps and break-ins — t o retaliate a gainst 
t ho e di sagrec i ng with him . SucfLharr assm ent is the 
mark Öi tyranny, not Americ an democr acy J Although 
there was nbt tTrne to present all the evidence during 
the telcvised dehates, I hope the proceedings convinced 
you ol the sincerity and honesty of our work. 
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Rep Holtzman reviews the evidence with (udiciary Committee 
Cluirnun Peter Rodino and Special Counsel )ohn Doar. 


unla 
P-‘iB 
whe 
lowe 
obta 
senst 

Wate >fti i»t uicait-iii anti was rcsponsible for it. 

“The Watergate break-in was not an isolated abuse of 
Richard Nixon’s rc-election campaign; it was but one 
element in a pervasive pattern of immoral, unethical 
and criminal condurt including spying on and dis- 
ruption of opponents’ campaigns, illegal corporate con- 
tributions. and offers of ambassadorshins and hiuh milk 
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FARMINGDALE, LI. — “Whai 
we were doing, I now realize, 
was fo deprive fellow Americans 
of their constitutional rights for 
the saké of a questionablo doc¬ 
trine of rationa! security." 

Wiih these words, Egil Krogh, 
head of the Nixon Administra- 
tion's "plumbers" unit, sumtned 
up the offense for which he 
served a prison sentence: the 
break-in at the office of Daniël 
Ellsberg's psychiatrist. 

In a workshop discussion at 
NYSUT's long Island Education- 
ol Conference titled "Prison: the 
Great Equalizer of Politicians 
and Other Persons," Krogh re¬ 
viewed for more than 100 teach- 
ers the prevalent attitudes in the 
former president's circle that led 
to the plumbers' octivities and 
the Watergate scandal. 

"There was an almost total 
absence of humor in the Whito 
House," he reported. "Evoryone 
took his job so seriously that 
we lacked the kind of detacb- 


ment that would have made it 
possible for us to see how ridi- 
culous some of the things wore 
that we were doing." 

'Enemics' and ‘ï.c.iro.-»’ 

Further, Krogh admittech he and 
his compani o ns we re incli nedfo 
place labels on all ou t siders 
' enemies' 
example. 


and "traitors." for 


"I learned in prison that, in 
order to survive, I had to see 
people as individuals — not as 
't hieves' g r ’ burolors' or 'drug 
offenders .' " Krogh added that] 
il was n ot until after h e was rn- 
leosed from prison and went to 
see Pr low is Holding, thj3^ bur- 
gf é3~p sychiatrist, that ho saw 
hi m as on in dividual upo n whoso 
rights he ha d tra mpled. 

Other White House attitudes 
that led to the administralion’s 
collapsa, accoiding to Krogh 
were "qroup think," total id .m 
tilicoti on with the~w iihes T)f th e 
president and the inabiiity to 
suggest that he was ever wrong, 


l\ 


Confari —o participant» wuh Egil Krogb (laft) cfi^r his 


and tho fq i lure to que sti on the 
moral implicotio ns of qovern- 
nient octions. In t his connection, 
Krogh quotod a vetoran of 40 
years' governmenf service that 
the only quostions ever raised 
were whether something would 
work or was expedient or how 
much would it cost, but never 
"Is it right?" 

Nixon Pardon 

Krogh confessed his port in 
the "plumbers' " operalion, J o 
snid, becouse ho wantod to teil" 
his chTldrèri~thu~früTfr5Uou t wha t 
he didfEut the aclmission of guilt 


further served as a personally 
liberating force President Ford's 
pardon of Nixon deprived the 
former president of the oppor- 
tunity to face up to his own 
guilt, Krogh commented, and 
made it impossible for the pub¬ 
lic to know just what Nixon's 
crimes were. 

The basic lesson prison taught 
him, Krogh aid, was transmitted 
by a fellow inrnate who told 
him: "Don't over think you're 
botter than anyone else here. In 
the first place, they'll resent it, 
and in the second place, it isrt't 
true." 



STATE OF NEW YORK 


LOUIS J. LIFKOWITX 
ATTOMNKV OCNCHAC 


Department of Law 

TWO WORLD TRADE CENTER 
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10047 

212-438-7574 


JOHN M. DESIDERIO 
AltlST'NT ATTORHIV 4INIMAL 

IN CHAhM 

ANTI • M9NOPOLIKI IURIAU 

JOSIPH 0. IANDI 
OfPUTY BUfiEAU CHIEF 


October 21, 1974 


«ik. 

Re: Chicken Broiler Antitrust Litigation 



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 
ATLANTA DIVISION 






THE STATE OF NEW YORK, 

Plaintiff, 


NATIONAL BROILER MARKETING 
ASSOCIATION, 

A. C. SMITH MILLING CO., 
ALLIED MILLS, INC. , 

B & P POULTRY CO.. INC., 
BURNETT PRO DL'CE COMPANY. 
CAGLE'S, INC., 

CARGILL, INC., 

CENTRAL SOYA CO., INC., 
CLAXTON POULTRY CO., INC., 
CONAGRA, INC., 

DENT POULTRY CO., INC., 

DE WITT FARMS CORPORATION, 
FEDERAL CO., 

FIELDALE CORPORATION, 

GOLD KIST, INC., 

H & H POULTRY CO. , INC ., 
HEUP.LEIN, INC., 

HUDSON FOODS, INC., 

KANE-MILLER COR?., 

MARELL POULTRY COMPANY, 

MAR-JAC POULTRY, INC., 
MARSHALL DURnIN COMPANIES, 
MARYLAND CHICKEN PROCESSORS, 
MFC SERVICES (AAL), 

O. K. PROCESSORS, INC., 
PERDUE FARMS, INCORPORATED, 
PETERSON FARMS. INC., 
PILGRIM INDUSTRIES, INC., 
THE PILLS5URY COMPANY, 
POULTRY PRODUCTS CO., INC., 
PURNELL'S PRIDE, INC., 
RALSTON PURINA COMPANY, 
SOUTHEASTZRN HATCHERIES, 
STRATFORD OF TEXAS, INC., 
TOWNSSND'S, INC., 

TYSON FOODS, INC., 

VALMAC INDUSTRIES, INC., 
WILSON c. CO., INC. , 


Defendants. 


) 

) 

) 

) 

O 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 
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) 

) 
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) 
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) 
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) 
) 
) 


Civ. Action No. 

C”7*/- - ZoV-4-A 


JURY TRIAL 
DEMANDED 


COMPLAINT 


ONLY COPY AVA'LAB! E 


Plaintiff alleges as follows: 






8. The production of broilers requires a substantial 
investment in farmland, buildings and equipment. Historically, 
the production of broilers was carried on by persons who had 
made this investment, but in recent years, the use of con¬ 
tract grower arrangements has gained wide acceptance. These 
arrangements generally provide that the contract grower will 
raise the broilers from chickens supplied by the processor. 
While the processor at all times owns the broilers, the con¬ 
tract grower bears the major portion of the risk of loss 

the investment in the farmland, buildings and equipment 
needed to produce the broilers. Substantially all of the 
broilers marketed by defendants are produced for them by 
contract growers under arrangements similar to those described 
above. 

9. The price of broilers and broiler parts can 
be increased by reducing the number o' broilers available 

t'"' be marketed. The normal method of decreasing this number 
is by reducing the number of eggs that are set to be hatched. 

10. During the period of time covered by this 
complaint, defend? its and their co-conspirators sold 
and shippcd substantial quantities of broilers 

and broiler parts to customers located in States other than 
the state in which said broilers were raised and slaughtered, 
and in other countries. In 1971, these sales of broilers and 
broiler parts amounted to more than $600 million, or about 507 o 
of total sales of broilers and broiler parts in the United 
States. The defendants’ activities, as described herein, are 
within the flow of and have an effect upon interstate commerce. 
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U.S.Studying Food Prices ;ï 
; For Possible Illegal Rises ü 

By El LEEN SHANAHAN ' L f 

^in 

Sm«« 1 ’o Th» New yerk Tlraei j tlOl 

WASHINGTON, Oct. 29—At-criminal indictments or other'* nc 
itorney General William B legal action. jof 

Saxbe disclosed today that the< Bllt he added that in each [»nt 
lustice Department is investi- of the arcas of the food indus-! 
gating the possibility that re- try he mentioned, and manyi ’ 
cent food price increases may others besides, there is “the to 
! have. resulted from price-fixing possibility of serio»<j vinia. ti n 
or. other illegal behavior. He tions" of the antitrust laws S f Ith. 
said the inquiry involved sugar. ïn the case of sugar, the wi 
I beef. eggs, tuna and other basic ‘ price of which has tripled in hii 
i cost-of-living items. ihe last year, Mr. Saxbe said;PO 

! Mr. Saxbe also disclosed a that there were indications ofi 
major new policy position. He possible illegal actions "overino 
asked Congress to repeal the an extended period of time.”, wc 
Federal law Ihat permits States He did not say whether the pre 
Jto pass what are called fair suspected illegal practices con- to 
trade laws, which prohibit the sisted of outright price-fixing j I 
sale of certain products at or of other things, such as me 
prices lower than those fixed agreements among producers. bui 
I under the fair trade law. ;not to sell in each other’s prime lea 
Thirty-nine States, includmg! market ' n f? areas aff 

| New York, New Jersey and! [The spot price for domes- M 
Pennsylvania, have laws that! tic sugar rosé Tuesday in sc 
' perrnit price-fixing of certaini New York by 1 cent a pound 

r ; products under the name ofl t0 a new high of 44 cents, jet 

1 fair trade J and the spot price for world | v 

c ! The Attomey General also su « ar ro f » 45 cents a l i! 

" disclosed that the Antitrust: P° u " d ' , als0 a rec ° rd ' The " 

1 Division intended to use “more Wholesal e price o f extra- itl . 

„aRents of the Federal Bureau of Continued on Page 67, Column 4 b 
Investigation’’ to work on anti - 


! trust cases. Departmental offi-i . _ 

e cials said that some F.B.i.j Stock Prices Soar ^ 

k agents had been used for thisl Buoyed by a continued de- 
R work in the past but theyi '.iine in interest rates, the | 
jjcould not say how many were stock market yesterday made 
d now assigned to antitrust cases 1 its best gain in almost three 
,Jor how many would be in the weeks, pushing the Dow 
e future. | Jones industrial average up 

,J In a speech here to the legal j 25 50 points. Traders appar- 
jcommittce of the Groceryj ently ignored the news that 
■JManufacturers of America, Mr. the Government’s index of 
e baxbe said that he was not vet leading business indicators 
jsure whether the food price in-j feil 2 5 per cent in Septem- 
t jvestigations would lead to bcr. Details on Page 63. 


weeks, pushing the Dow 
Jones industrial average up 


TH.Ï : 


.OBER 30. 1974 


U-S- Studying Food Prices for Possible Illegal Acts 1 


Continued From Page I, Col. 7 

fine granulated sugar was 
increased by 3.85 cents a 
pound to 53*4 cents. Prices 
in the supermarket will tend 
to move up accordingly.) 

In remarks that maintained 
a tough tone throughout, Mr. 
Saxbe said that " those busi -l 
ness firms and officials whn 
jffx prices And Tig~ETrt T~rnh the 
!Duhlj9 as snrelv as tho se who 
| rob_gt the po int oTa g un." 

I For this reason, he said, the 
Justice Department will "seek 


r f o r those j jid jvid nals rnnviried beef have engaged in illegal tributors have already been 

ia- ntdru^t kvvs ‘ Q laLl0n3 the conspir.cie, to hold down ihejbrought. Y 

! The "new orioritv” of the P " CM th . a , t w bein « P aid t0 ! "Antitrust violations are not 

department’s Antitrust Division " aisers of ba *f cattle. The Great casual crimes," Mr. Saxbe said. 

is .price-fixing, he said, and “we AU C * nd Paciflc Tea Com - "Business tycoons are not 

likelv will be brineine more pany was char 8 ed with this in seized by a fit of passïon that 

and more criminal cases ” a private lawsuit on the West com P e,s them . t0 n g bids. Cor- 
niore cnminal cases. Coast . The investjgation of porate executives do not gather 

Rancher to Retailer Wsible eonsnirart ! n the boardroom to fix prices 

Antitrust attomeys are look-i d ^wn priceTSd bv dktrihi* b * cau ? e . ^ are i " the throes : 
ing at the way in which b“ef , ° , P ,f P T. by dlstr,bu '|of a joint, irresistible tmpulse. 
is marketed on a national basis/ 0 " t0 tbose , who raise beef ^'’ cy v '“ late „ the an t>trust laws 
he said, from the rancher to catt e Wld a * so examme the deliberotely. 


the retailer ,connected allegation that the} He continued: “Those in the 

Un particular he continued prices P aid livestock men de-1 busi " eaa c ° mrn unity who would! 
the department'is lookhig'at'al- ebne ba ‘ those charged to re-| b ™ k * e awa badbe “er face 
legations that distributors ofjtaü customers do not decline^f t £ e ^easv m f'tWS! 

- - ' Mr Saxbe said that a numfen^T^De^mè i 

i ber of investigations were also. pfTSïïEeZwiil naCè^t he i 
m «nè'ïffv P0SSlb * P"" e ' flx ! n g-'o£er_way when.business' jm- 1 
lf “hr Ja !L 0ns of e th ? pn'«s poses Jiponthuiublic wGtare i 
5 : H ' S ! afood V beer ; nothin/siore thTn totalltanan ! 

v and s ? ft drulks - A number of practices"and fotaTlSna n -^ c. , 
Ijprice-rixmg cases aitainstidain lor our demn/*r*tir u/au 











October 22, 1974 


/ 


SPC :JF :RTCarney :kjs 
5-52-12689 



Ilonorable Orrin G. Judd 
United States District Judge 
Eastern District of New York 
United States Court House 
Brooklyn, New York 11201 


Re : Max Altman v. United States 

Civil No. 73-C-1551 (NP N.Y.) 


Dear Judge Judd: 

Enclosed is an additional copy of the proposed Order 
in conformity with the Court’s rulings at the pretrial 
conference on SeDtember lö, 1974, which was proviously 
sent to your office on September 17, 1974. n'e understand 
that it has already been entered, but is not currently 
available in the Court’s file. 

Sincerely yours, 

SCOTT P. CRAMPTON 
Assistant Attorney Genera1 
Tax Division 

By: 

JEROME FINK 
Acting Chief 

Refund Trial SectionNo. 1 

Enclosure 


cc : Mr. Max Altman 

70 East 89th Street 
Brooklyn, New York 11236 

United States Attorney 
Brooklyn, New York 11201 
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MAX ALT1XAN, 


* 


V . i' 


Plaintlff 


CITIL ACTION NO. 73-C-1551 


OHD^S 


UNITED 3TATXS OF AMERICA, 
Defendant 


x 

x 


The Court havirg board tho mot Ion* made by the parties ba rat o 
on September 15, 1974, and ha vlag considered the argu»ent3 and 
memoranda in support thereof, lt la ORDERED: 

1. That plaintlff’s raotlon to reiastate his original 
complaint Is donled; 

2. That the defendant disclose to plaintlff -whether the 
letter referred ia Plaintlff*s ïnterrogatory No. 1 is contained 
in the adainistrative files of the Intemal Revenue Service; 

3. That the defendast’s notion to coropel discovery ia 
granted, and plaintlff is directed to furnish tuil, complete, 
and responslve ansvsra to the defendant ’s interrogatorlss within 
30 days of the date of this order; and further, 

4. That the defendant’s notion for a protective order is 
granted, and plaintlff is directed to limit any and all futare 
interrogatorles or other discovery to ciatters directly rslated 
to his incoae tax liability for the 1967 and 1959 tax years. 

Done this __day of 

September, 1974. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT"OF NEW YORK 




MAX ALTMAN, 


Plaintiff, 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


Defendant. 


No. 73-C-1551 


November 12, 1974 


Appearances: 

MAX ALTMAN 
Plaintiff, Pro Se 

KON. DAVID G. TRAGER 
United States Attorney 
Attorney flor United States of America 

By: CYRIL HYMAN, ESQ. 

Assistent United States Attorney 

ROBCRT T. CARNEY, ESQ. 

Trial Attorney, Tax Division 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 

Of Counsel 


J U D D, J. 


MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 







| / In this action for refund of income taxes, plain- 

i ’ 

tiff in his latest motion papers "again renews his plea to 

i 

the court to rule on his motion pursuant to Rule 21 dated 

i 

September 9, 1974." 

:i 

The action was originally filed against President 

ij __,. 

Richard M. Nixon, Secretary of Agriculture Earl L. Butz, 
Secretary of the Treasury George M. Shultz, Commissioner of 


Internal Revenue Donald C. Alexander and one Donato 
Cantalupo, a hearing officer in one of the appellate units 
of the Internal Revenue Service. After a motion to dismiss 
for failure to comply with F.R.Civ.P.8(a), the court directed 
by order, endorsed on the back of defendant's motion papers 
on March 8, 1974, that the first amended complaint be dis- 
missed, with leave to file a second amended complaint limited 
to the claim for tax refund and complete within itself. 

The plaintiff thereafter filed a second amended 
complaint entitled “ Max Altman , Plaintiff against Earl L . 

> Butz, et al. and the United States of America , Defondants" 
on March 27, 1974. The government filed its answer on May 
29, 1974 and the plaintiff moved on June 12, 1974 to set a 
date for trial. The defendant opposed the motion on the 

• ’LL 




* 


\o 


%ground that a reasonable time was necessary to conduct 
« 

discovery in view of the length of time that had elapsed 
before the filing of the second amended complaint. 

After the filing of additional papers during the 
summer, the matter came on for argument before the court on 
September 16, 1974. s^The United States agreed to make re- 
funds for 1967 and 1969 income taxes to the extent that the 
assessments had been based on inclusion of plaintiff’s 
disability payments as taxable income/ To the extent that 
the refund claim depended on a carry back or carry forward 
of any loss resulting from the foreclosure of plamtiff's 
real property in 1963, the United States took the position 
that plaintiff had the barden to show his taxable income for 
prior years in order to determine whether any of the loss 
was applicable to the years in suit. In view of the neeessity 
for further investigation of fact it appeared inappropriate 
to fix a trial date. At the argument, plaintiffmoved 
orall y to reinstate his original complaint because of Presi- j 

• dent Ford's action in granting a pardon to President Nixon. | 

, 1974, 






The court signed an order on September 
which denied the plaintiff's motion to reinstate his 


'(tn 


n 




Uh\ 


‘ ■’C 


onginal complaint, directed defendant to make a certain 
disclosure to plaintiff, directed plaintiff to furnish full, 
complete and responsive answers to defendants' interrogato- 
ries, and limited future interrogatories or discovery to 
matters related to income tax liabilities for the 1967 and 
1969 tax years. 


On October 29, 1974 plaintiff filed a notice of 


appeal of "this cause of action" to the court of Appeals 
pursuant to 28 USC § 291 (c). This notice v/as probably in- 
tended as an appeal from the nrder of September 21 and may 
have intended to refer to 28 USC § 1291. The September 21 

/' w -- 

order v/ould appear to be interlocutory and appealable only 


under 28 USC § 1292, 


F. R. A. P. 4 (a) . 

The 


(-/Cïl ... 

4 ' 

nature 


and only within 3 0 days affer its entry 

. . x 'f. 1 '•«-/* At 1Z ’*( &*■■*-*{ 

s T • ", .. Y- o-y *<■? 

, -Xr- ' \ CV v-C. (i ' 7 ' • 

and basis of plaintiff's latest motion 


is quite vague. The court is convinced, however, that there 
is no justification for reinstating the original complaint. 
Rule 21, to which plaintiff refers, relates to non-joinder 
or misjoinder of necessary parties. There is no occasion for 


adding parties to the second amended complaint, which is now 


at issue as a suit against the United States for refupt^ 








I 



income taxes, 26 USC § 7422(c). 

Since earlior civil cases are still awaiting trial. 


I 

the court will not fix a trial date until the case is reached 
in regular order on the court's next review of its civil 
inventory of over 300 cases. 

It is ORDF.RED that plaintiff's motion be denied. 


I 



* 



ALTMAN vb. NIXON 


AMOUNT 
HkPORTtO IN 
i MO LU MENT 

RITIlRNfl r 


Fll INoS - PHOCEEOINGS 


Complaint filed. Summons Jssued.____I 1 1JS5 

mxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxJxxxxxxixMB 


comp 


aint rot 1-4-7*' filed 


Itlon to motion to dismiss filecl 


Pit ff 


'4 file 


Ey .TTTlïO, J, - O^ dr.r donylng motlon t o ülnininsdtd. 1-21 
on back o f dfce umont # 3. __ 


crtrndl nr, tlm«" for defts to 


Notice of motlon for an order of dismlss al r e t. 3-8-74 flled 


Memorandum of lavt in opposition to motion to dismiss filed 


Befo re JUDD,J.- Case called- Both sides present-Motion for an 


order to dismiss the com plaint:, etc. argued -Motiom grantin 
motlon in part (see order on back of motion papers V7) 


3/8/74 


By JUDD,J.- Order dated 3/8/74 filed that motion granted to tl 


extent of dismissing the amended complaint with leave to 
file a 2nd complaint within 20 days, etc. 


c= Amended complaint fi led 


^5-2Q-7i { AWSWE R vrith demand for trial by Jury filed 


12-74 Notice of motion to set a trial date ret 6-28-74 flled 


Memo r andum in oppo3itlon to pltffB motion for tri al or 


alternat-lvely for Ju dgm ent flled 


Uefpre JLiDL) 


comerence 


,- 9 - 9 . 74 . yitff-ip motlon in oppoaition ret 9-16-74 flled 


4 I By JUDO,. 1. •■>);•(>( i 


CIVIU DOCKFT 


A.nrirr 


10/4/74 


jreneNfid ple» Qn raotione PUbmitted 9-9-^4 fijie<J f f 


Iöa5c7 

































The undersigned, an attorney admitted to practice in the courta of New York State, 
f~| certifies that the within 

j| ' ha* heen comparrd by the undersigned with the original and found to be a true and complete copy. 

% [—“1 iy» hht'A»: driKMirnt is 

3 LJ AffrirtH. r 

t the attorney Is) of record for 

in the within aetion; deponent ha» rcail the foregoing 
g , , . , «"<• know» the content* thereof; the »ame is 

true to deponent» own knowledge, except a* to the matter» therein stated to be alleged on Information and belief 
and that a» to tho*e matter» deponent believes it to be true. Thi* verification i» made by deponent and not by ’ 


The ground» of deponent’* belief as to all matter» not stated upon deponent’» knowledge are a» follow»: 


Ihe undersigned alfirin» that the foregoing statement» are true, under the pcnaltic* of prrjury 
Dated: 


TM mm a«il M n Mrxalh 


STATE UK NEW YOKK. COUNTY OK 

i □ 


Individual 
Ver ihcltton 


the 


being duly sworn, depoae» aml *ay*: deponent i* 
in the within aetion; deponent hus read 

the foregoing am l k,,, 

)W» the content* thereof; the *an;e i» true to 
deponent* own knowledge, except a» to the matter» therein stated to be alleged on Information and belief, and a» 
to thosc matter* deponent believe* it to be true. 


| |—| Co. mul. 
O l-1 VtnftcitMMI 


the 
a 

forrgoinp 


of 

eorporation. 


in the within aetion; deponent ha* read the 
- , , and know* the content* thereof; aml the same 

i* true to deponent s own knowledge, except a* to the matter* therein stated to be alleged upon information and 
behef, and as to those matter» deponent believe* it to be true. Thi» verification i* made liy deponent beeause 

is a Corporation aml deponent i* an «(lieer thereof, 

The ground» of deponent s belief as to all matter* not stated upon deponent’» knowledge are a» follows: 


Sworn to before me on 


19 


Tht n«mt ti(n«d muit bt printtb bentath 


STATE OF NEW YOKK, COUNTY OF 
is over 18 years of age and resides at 


□ On 

•» S«r.lc* 

Br Mul 


19 


being duly sworn, deposes and says: deponent i» not a |>arly to the aetion, 
deponent served the within 


i 

I 

m 

t 


attorney(») for 


upon 


in thi» aetion, at 

. . _ the address designated by »aid attorney(s) for that purpose 

by depositing a true copy of same enclosed in a pogt-paid properly addressed wrapper, in — a post office — official 
depotitory under the exclusive care und custody of tbc United States Postal Service within the State of New York. 


* ___ SM»H An ÏO 

I n •< h>w>i v n 

C itno deponent served the within 


•t 


upon 


herein, by delivering a true copy thereof to h 
|«er»on »o served to be the per»on mentioned and de»cribed in said paper» a* the 


tne 

personally. Deponent knew the 
therein. 


Sworn to before me on 


19 


TIm naat Iifnrt awit b« print* btntath 









SIr:-Plette ttke notice tbn the triduo it t (ctrtihtd) 
ne copy of i 

èl; en te red io tbc office of the clerk of the within 
ottr.cd court on 19 


Dtted, 


Yourt, etc.. 


Atlortuy lor 

OUict and Poll Ofjici Addrtti 


To 


teorney(i) for 


Nonet er HTTuaMT 


Sin — Plette ttke notice dut tn order 

ot which tbc triduo it t true copy wili be prrsented 
!nr tettlement to tbc Hou. 


oor of the jodset of the triduo ntmed Court, tt 

on the dty of 19 

tt M. 

Dtted, 

Yourt, etr . 


Altontoy lor 

Ollict and Pon Office Addren 


. To 


AttoroeyCt) tot 


index No.74—2429 Yttf 19 ?4 

United States Court of Appeals 
Second Circuit 
United States Courthouse 
:-alev Ssuare. K.Y. N.Y. 1QQQ 7 

VAX ALTVAN 

Plaintiff, pro ses Appellant, 
-against- 

RICHARD K. NIXCN, Individually and as 
President of the United States, 
et. al. Defendant-Appellees. 


BRIEF CN AFFSAL 


V.ax Altman, 

Aitormy lor PT“0 Se 

Of fut and Post Of fics Addrtss , Tcltphonc 

70 East 89th Street. 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 11236 
212-342-2155 


ftfiÜ’ 


To Scott P. Crompton 

_ irome fihk and Robert Carney 
. al Section., . 0 + 0 *^- 

Attorneyc») lor United States 

Dept, of Justice, Wash. D.C. 20530 

Ser.'ice ot t copy ot tbc withui 


Dtted, 


i, bereby tdmitttd. 


Anorney(i) for 


l..a Cl.M iUUUl ILUIIHI. INC.. M K.CM.NM KMI, N.,. |i 




